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Per Curiam:

Appellant was tried by a special court-martial before a military judge alone.
Pursuant to his pleas of guilty, entered in accordance with a pretrial agreement, he was
convicted of avariety of offenses involving his mistreatment of females at the Coast
Guard health clinic and actions to conceal his behavior: eight specifications of dereliction
of duty by failing to follow proper procedures with the women; two specifications of
violating a lawful general order; three specifications of making afalse official statement;
one specification of assault consummated by a battery; and five specifications of indecent
assault, in violation of Articles 92, 107, 128, and 134 of the Uniform Code of Military
Justice respectively. Appellant was sentenced to confinement for 6 months, a bad-
conduct discharge and reduction to pay grade E-1, which was within the terms of the
pretrial agreement, and, as such, was approved by the convening authority.

" Judge Weston did not participate in this decision.
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Before this Court, Appellant has assigned one error, that there is no evidence that
the convening authority considered all of the clemency materials submitted to him.
Appellant’s argument is based on the fact that some fifty-five pages of clemency
materials, that the convening authority was advised to initial, bore no such initials. This
Court subsequently granted a motion by the Government to attach an affidavit by the
convening authority, in which the convening authority states that he personally reviewed
and considered all of the pages of each of the clemency materials submitted by the
Appelant. For thisreason, Appellant’s assignment of error is rejected.

We have reviewed the record in accordance with Article 66, UCMJ. Upon such
review, we have determined that the findings and sentence are correct in law and fact,
and on the basis of the entire record should be approved. Accordingly, the findings and
sentence, as approved below, are affirmed.
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